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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the office action, dated 
August 22, 2006, has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on March 15, 2007 has been entered. 

2. The amendment filed on March 15, 2007 has been received and entered. Claims 
1-2, 4-29, and 31-40 are currently pending in this application. In the amendment filed on 
March 15, 2007, claims 1, 19, 28,and 39 were amended. Claims 3 and 30 were 
cancelled. Claims 1,19, 28, and 38 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 28-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 28-37 are directed to a system for identifying content in a computer 
network. According to the specification, said system software per se. Paragraph 0028 of 
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the specification recites "The method and system of the present invention provide 
means for users to find material on a computer network, such as the Internet based on 
standardized categories being applied to particular items by recognizable persons and 
organizations"". As such, said system is software per se and does not fall with the four 
statutory categories. Therefore, claims 28-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because 
the claims lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine or a 
manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. They are clearly not a series of steps 
or acts to be a process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be a 
composition of matter. Particularly, Claim 1 recites a system of software. As such Claim 
38-37 are software per se., and fails to fall within a statutory category. The claims are, 
at best, functional descriptive material per se. 

Claims 38-40 are directed to a system for categorizing an item to be searched by 
a user in a computer network. According to the specification, said system software per 
se. Paragraph 0028 of the specification recites "The method and system of the present 
invention provide means for users to find material on a computer network, such as the 
Internet, based on standardized categories being applied to particular items by 
recognizable persons and organizations"". As such, said system is software per se and 
does not fall with the four statutory categories. Therefore, claims 38-40 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims lack the necessary physical articles or objects 
to constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. They are 
clearly not a series of steps or acts to be a process nor are they a combination of 
chemical compounds to be a composition of matter. Particularly, Claim 1 recites a 



Application/Control Number: 10/805,888 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2162 

system of software. As such Claim 38-40 are software per se., and fails to fall within a 
statutory category. The claims are, at best, functional descriptive material perse. 



Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on March 15, 2007 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 19-23, 28-29, 31-33, and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Covington JR et al., (hereinafter "Covington") (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0009448) in view of Pundarika et al, 
(hereinafter, "Pundarika") (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0043144). 

As per claim 1 Covington is directed to a method for identifying content in a 
computer network (Paragraph 0001) and teaches the limitations: 

"storing a plurality of predetermined categories in a database" (Paragraph 0047, 
i.e., In one embodiment of the invention, Database Reviewer adds additional 
categories)] 
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"categorizing a plurality of pre-existing items corresponding to one or more of the 
plurality of predetermined categories, by a plurality of categorizers, respectively" 
(Paragraph 0047, i.e., the Database Reviewers may categorize the information in such 
manner that any search term concerning sexual harassment would yield the newly 
created information.; arid Paragraph 0047, i.e., In one embodiment of the invention, 
Database Reviewer adds additional categories and structures to the proposed 
database prior to adding the new information to the database): 

"selecting a category from the (displayed) predetermined categories (by a user)" 
(Paragraph 0010, i.e., Next the system associates the inquiry with one or more 
predefined categories and provides one more possible responses to the inquiry based 
on the available information)] 

"selecting a categorizer from the (displayed) categorizers by the user" 
(Paragraph 0008, i.e., a response to the User's inquiry is forwarded by the system to an 
expert specifically designated by the user; Paragraph 0021, i.e., In an embodiment 
where the expert is associated with the User; Paragraph 0030, Such an expert can be a 
person designated either by the customer or by the service provider, and Paragraph 
0021 , i.e., In addition, the customer can specify that certain User's should be answered 
only by the Expert) ; and 

" initiating a search for one or more pre-existing items in the computer network 
based on the selected category and the selected categorizer as search parameters" 
(Paragraph 0021, i.e., In addition, the customer can specify that certain User's should 
be answered only by the Expert; Paragraph 0010, i.e., Next the system associates the 
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inquiry with one or more predefined categories and provides one more possible 
responses to the inquiry based on the available information; and Paragraph 0022, i.e., 
after reviewing the User's profile in step 1300 the system searches the available 
database for categories identified in step 1200; Based on the profile, the system can 
determine how to treat the User's inquiry" (Paragraph 0020), The User's profile can also 
be arranged to direct all inquires from the User to an expert (Paragraph 0021), and after 
reviewing the user's profile in step 1300 the system searches the available databases 
for categories identified in step 1200 (Paragraph 0022) ). 

"and displaying results of search on a display" (Paragraph 0023, i.e., the system 
can provide a user with a web page containing a brief abstract of each piece of relevant 
information record). 

Covington does not explicitly teach the limitations: "displaying at least a portion of 
(the stored plurality of predetermined categories)", "displaying respective categorizers 
(for the displayed predetermined categories)" and "by a user". 

On the other hand, Pundarika teaches the limitations: 

"displaying at least a portion of (the stored plurality of predetermined categories)" 
(Pundarika, Figure 5 and Paragraph 0043, i.e., The portion of viewing other books 
reviewed by the same reviewer is displayed (step 540) which, if selected, moves the 
process on to step 570.); 

"displaying respective categorizers (for the displayed predetermined categories)" 
and "by a user" (Pundarika, Paragraph 0043, i.e., Alternately, a list of reviewers 
organized in various ways (geographic, male/female, types of books reviewed etc.) is 
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displayed (step 550) and the visitor's choice of the specific reviewer is collected (step 
560)); and 

"by a user" (Pundarika, Paragraph 0043, i.e., Alternately, a list of reviewers 
organized in various ways (geographic, male/female, types of books reviewed etc.) is 
displayed (step 550) and the visitor's choice of the specific reviewer is collected (step 
560)). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the method of Covington, which teaches selecting 
categories and categorizers, with the method of Pundarika, which teaches displaying 
portions of reviews made by a reviewers and also displaying reviewers to users, so that 
the resultant method would teach selecting categories, displaying categories and 
categorizers, and selecting categories and categorizers by a user. One would have 
been motivated to do so in order to allow selection of reviews by specific reviewers 
(Pundarika, Paragraph 0043). 

As per claim 2, Covington teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising signing up on a web site as an authorized user" (Paragraph 
0017, i.e., a User can be an employee of the customer, and the customer can be the 
subscribing party, Paragraph 0020, i.e., the system would retrieve the User's profile 
from a database). 

As per claim 4, Covington teaches the limitation: 
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"further comprising ordering the displayed search results based on a user 
selectable order" (Paragraph 0023, i.e., In another embodiment of the invention the 
system can provide a brief abstract of each information record along with an estimated 
likelihood that the information record an is relevant to the inquiry). 

As per claim 5, Covington teaches the limitation: 

"wherein the step of categorizing comprises signing up on a website as a 
categorizer and categorizing a plurality of items corresponding to one or more of the 
plurality of predetermined categories" (Paragraph 0017, i.e., a User can be an employee 
of the customer, and the customer can be the subscribing party; Paragraph 0047, i.e., 
the Database Reviewers may categorize the information in such manner that any 
search term concerning sexual harassment would yield the newly created information.; 
and Paragraph 0047, i.e., In one embodiment of the invention, Database Reviewer 
adds additional categories and structures to the proposed database prior to adding 
the new information to the database ). 

As per claim 6, Covington teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising charging a fee for initiating the search for the one or more 
items" (Paragraph 0017, i.e., a User can be an employee of the customer, and the 
customer can be the subscribing party). 

As per claim 19 Covington teaches the limitations: 
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"accessing a web site by an authorized categorizer" (Paragraph 0047, i.e., the 
Database Reviewers may categorize the information in such manner that any search 
term concerning sexual harassment would yield the newly created information.;)] 

"identifying the item to be categorized" (Paragraph 0047, i.e., the Database 
Reviewers may categorize the information in such manner that any search term 
concerning sexual harassment would yield the newly created information.;)] 

"displaying a category from a plurality of predetermined categories in a database 
accessible by the web site" (Covington in view of Pundarika Paragraph 0043); 

"selecting a category from the displayed plurality of predetermined categories by 
authorized categorizer" (Covington, Paragraph 0047, i.e., the Database Reviewers may 
categorize the information in such manner that any search term concerning sexual 
harassment would yield the newly created information.; and Paragraph 0047, i.e., In one 
embodiment of the invention, Database Reviewer adds additional categories and 
structures to the proposed database prior to adding the new information to the 
database; and Pundarika Paragraph 0043); 

"displaying cost and incentive for the authorized categorizer for the selected 
category" (Covington, Paragraph 0023, i.e., the system can provide a user with a web 
page containing a brief abstract of each piece of relevant information record; and 
Paragraph 0021); 

"applying the selected category to the identified item by the authorized 
categorizer" (Covington, Paragraph 0047, i.e., the Database Reviewers may categorize 
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the information in such manner that any search term concerning sexual harassment 
would yield the newly created information); and 

"storing the identified item, the applied category, and the authorized categorizer 
in the database" (Figure 3 and Paragraph 0014, i.e., Fig. 3 is a process diagram for 
updating one or more databases according to one embodiment of the invention). 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



Cla 



m 20 is rejected on the same basis as claim 2. 



m 21 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 



m 22 is rejected on the same basis as claim 3. 



m 23 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 



m 28 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 



m 29 is rejected on the same basis as claim 2. 



m 31 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 



m 32 is rejected on the same basis as claim 5. 



m 33 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 



m 38 is rejected on the same basis as claim 19. 



m 39 is rejected on the same basis as claim 20. 
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Claim 40 is rejected on the same basis as claim 21. 



8. Claims 7-15, 17, 25-27, and 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Covington in view of Pundarika and further in view of Robinson 
(hereinafter "Robinson") (U.S. Patent Number 7072846). 

As per claim 7, Covington in view of Pundarika, does not explicitly teach the 
limitation: "further comprising assigning points to a categorizer based on number of 
users who have searched an item categorized by the categorizer". 

Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising assigning points to a categorizer based on number of users 
who have searched an item categorized by the categorizer" (Column 3 Lines 49-55, i.e., 
Reviewers can be paid similarly for access to reviews written by that reviewer). Points 
based on number of users who searched an item categorized by the 
categorizer/reviewer are inherent in this disclosure. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person or 
ordinary skill in the art combine the method of Covington in view of Pundarika, for 
categorizing by reviewers/categorizers, with the method of Robinson, for rewarding 
reviewers based on user access, so that the combined method would comprise 
assigning points to a categorizer based on number of users who have searched an item 
categorized by the categorizer. One would have been motivated to do so in order to 
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enable consumers more efficiently find artists and entertainers they will enjoy 
(Robinson, Column 1 Lines 25-30). 

As per claim 8, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising compensating the categorizer based on the assigned points" 
(Column 3 Lines 49-55, i.e., Reviewers can be paid similarly for access to reviews 
written by that reviewer). 

As per claim 9, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising positioning the categorizer on a favorable screen position of a 
display screen, based on the assigned points to the categorizer" (Column 3 Lines 14-25, 
i.e., The system can use these ratings to determine the quality of a reviewer in general 
and/or the degree to which each individual user likes a particular reviewer. These 
factors can be used together with the similarity data, or in some embodiments, without 
it, to determine ordering of reviews). 

As per claim 10, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising displaying a list of categorizers on a display screen" (Column 
3 Lines 14-25, i.e., The system can use these ratings to determine the quality of a 
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reviewer in general and/or the degree to which each individual user likes a particular 
reviewer). Note that ratings are lists and list of reviews/categorizers are inherent. 



As per claim 1 1 , Robinson teaches the limitations: 

"wherein the list of categorizers displayed on the display screen is ordered based 
on one or more of a respective categorizer's overall popularity within the selected 
category, a respective categorizer's recent popularity within the selected category, a 
respective categorizer's overall popularity within a broader subject area than the 
selected category, a respective categorizer's recent popularity within a broader subject 
area than the selected category, a respective categorizer's reliability within a user- 
specified subject area, and a respective categorizer's reliability within a broad subject 
area" (Column 3 Lines 14-25, i.e., The system can use these ratings to determine the 
quality of a reviewer in general and/or the degree to which each individual user likes a 
particular reviewer). 

As per claim 12, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"wherein at least one of the plurality of predetermined categories relates to 
music" (Column 1 Lines 56-61 , i.e., will focus on music applications). 
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As per claim 13, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"wherein at least one of the plurality of predetermined categories relates to 
movies" (Column 1 Lines 56-61 , i.e., fields of writings and movies). 

As per claim 14, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"wherein at least one of the plurality of predetermined categories relates to 
books" (Column 1 Lines 56-61, i.e., fields of writings and movies). 

As per claim 15, Official Note is taken that reviewing/categorizing web pages is 
notoriously well known in the art. 

As per claim 17, Robinson teaches the limitation: 

"wherein at least one of the plurality of predetermined categories relates to 
product or services" ( Column 1 Lines 25-30, i.e., Online sen/ices based on this 
invention will enable artists and entertainers to more efficiently find the consumers). 

Claim 25 is rejected on the same basis as claim 7. 
Claim 26 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 
Claim 27 is rejected on the same basis as claim 9. 
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Claim 34 is rejected on the same basis as claim 7. 
Claim 35 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 
Claim 36 is rejected on the same basis as claim 9. 
Claim 37 is rejected on the same basis as claim 17. 

9. Claims 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Covington in view Pundarika and further in view of Edwards et al., (hereinafter 
"Edwards") (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0038430). 

As per claim 16, Covington in view of Pundarika teaches the limitation: "at least 
one of the plurality of predetermined categories" (Covington, Paragraph 0010, i.e., Next 
the system associates the inquiry with one or more predefined categories and provides 
one more possible responses to the inquiry based on the available information). 
Covington does not explicitly teach the limitation: "relates to security or intelligence 
content". 

Edwards teaches the limitation: 

"relates to security or intelligence content" (Paragraph 0016, i.e., The analyst 
reviews the new intelligence data ). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add security of intelligence content as an category to the 
categories taught by Covington in view of Pundarika so that in the resultant method at 
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least one of the plurality of predetermined categories relates to security or intelligence 
content. One would have been motivated to do so in order to monitor security threats 
(Edwards Paragraph 0004). 

10. Claims 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Covington in view of Pundarika and further in view of Robinson and further in view of 
Gonzales (hereinafter "Gonzales") (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 
2002/0152087). 

As per claim 18, Covington in view of Pundarika and further in view of Robinson 
does not explicitly teach the limitation: "wherein the product or the service is one or 
more of art, craft, wine, cheese, beer, plumbing, air conditioning, auto repair, haircutting, 
legal service, and medical service". 

Gonzales teaches the limitation: 

"wherein the product or the service is one or more of art, craft, wine, cheese, 
beer, plumbing, air conditioning, auto repair, haircutting, legal service, and medical 
service" (Gonzales, Paragraph 0106). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add products and services taught by Gonzales to the method 
of Covington in view of Pundarika and further in view of Robinson so that the resultant 
: method would comprise said products and services. One would have been motivated to 
do so because it is well known in the art that said products and services are offered on 
Internet with expert reviews. 
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1 1 . Claims 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Covington in view of Pundarika and further in view of Boyd (hereinafter "Boyd") (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication Number 2002/01 94049)! 

As per claim 24, Covington in view of Pundarika does not explicitly teach the 
limitation: "comprising charging the categorizer a fee for categorizing the item". 

Boyd teaches the limitation" 

"comprising charging the categorizer a fee for categorizing the item" (Paragraph 
0052, i.e. charging users with a fee for posting to post an invitation and/or review ). 
Note that the method and system of Boyd teaches charging a fee to users for posting 
something on a service web site just as the claimed invention charges categorizers for 
posting their categories. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of charging a fee for posting on a service web 
site as taught by Boyd to the method of Covington in view of Pundarika so that the 
resultant would comprise charging the categorizer a fee for categorizing the item. One 
would have been motivated to do so because charging a fee for posting on a 
service/product web site is well known in the art. 
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Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure as follows. 

U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0062358 (Kori) 

U.S. Patent Number 553761 8 (Boulton et al.,) 
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